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(particular Words) be asserted to be something apart from the Class
(u Word "), then you have the aforesaid fallacies (shown in K. 322) (inas-
much as such particular individuals are not known either tons or to your-
self). And if they (the particular Words) be non-different from their sub-
strate (the class^ Wordff), then you would have self-contradiction, as in the
case of the Class (that is to say, the Class being held to be eternal, the
individual, as non-different from it, must be accepted to be eternal; and
hence the assertion of its non-etemality would be a clear case of self-contra-
diction). And (if the particular Word be held to be both different and non<
different from the class "Word," then), as before, you would have an
unknown Subject (for your syllogism (because you yourself do not accept
the Word to have such a dual character).

327. An if by u non-eternality v you mean absolute destructibility, then
for us, the subject of your syllogism comes to have an unknown predicate
(because for us there is no such thing as absolute destruction).

328. If you mean to prove non-eternality of some sort (and not
absolute destruction), then (your argument becomes redundant, because)
we too admit of the production (of Word) in the shape of manifestation
(utterance), following after non-manifestation (and this produdbility im'
plies non-eternality).

329. And further, if Destruction (of Words) be held to be an absolute
negation, then this would contradict the previous theories of the Sfin-
kbyas and the Jainas (because they hold Destruction to be only a change in
the condition of the object, and not its negation).

830-331. If you bring forward the fact of sense-perceptibility (of
the Word) (as an argument against its etemality), then this would fail
with reference to the Via^eshikas (who hold that there is a series of the
word " Oow, " and as such for them it is only the middle one of the series
heard at the present time, that could be perceptible; and as such sense*
perceptibility of the whole series would not be acceptable to them). And
if (out of this aeries) the first and the middle ones be made the S abject of
the syllogism, then there would be an endless number of Words (for the
subject) $ and if the last (of the series) be said to be the Subject, then the
premiss would become baseless for us (who do not admit of any such thing
as the last Word) inasmuch as, the series is never-ending*

331-333. And again, if all Words be made the subject of your syllo-
gism, then the premiss (a because of perceptibility by the senses ") would
be incapable of including them (since all Words are not amenable to per-
ception at any time). And, in consideration of the Class (lt Wordff) your
premiss becomes contradictory too (because if the mere fact of amenability
to sense-perception be the ground of noa-eternality, then, on this ground
the Class would also come to bo non-etorual, because the Olasg is also